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that	are	neither	taught	nor	observable.	We further test whether conscious 

























































































































































































































































(11) Hal		 	toried		 ʔayy	 	kaʕk?	
Do.Q	 	want.2SG	 any	 cake	
“Do	you	want	any	cake?”	
	
(12) Sami	 	la		 yoried	 ʔayy		 kaʕk.		
	 		Sami	 not	 	want.3SGM		 any		 cake	









(13) Sami	 	yunker’	 anaho	 akala’	 ʔayy	 kaʕk.		
	 	 Sami	 	denies.	3SGM	 that.3SGM	 ate.3SGM	 any	 cake	
								 “Sami	denies	that	he	ate	any	cake.”	
	
(14) Sami	 belkad	 hadhar	 ʔayy	 drous.		
	 Sami	 barely	 	 attended.	3SGM	 any		 classes	
“Sami	barely	attended	any	classes.”	
	
(15) *ʔanaa	 šuf-t		 ʔayy	 waaћid/ћaagah.		
	 		I	 saw-1SG		 any	 one/thing	
“*I	saw	anybody/anything.”	
	
(16) *ʔAyy		 ʃaxsʕ		 la		 yoried	 ʔayy	 kaʕk.		
	 Any	 person(one)	 not	 want.3SGM	 any	 cake	
	 “*Anyone	does	not	want	any	cake.”	
	
(17) *Sami	yaʕtaged	 anaho	 	 akala	 ʔayy	 kaʕk.		









(18) Ihtemal	 anaho	 ra’a	 ʔayy	 ahad	 bel’ams.		













































































































































































































































































































































Group	 n	 Age	 Cloze	test	scores	/40	
	 	 Mode	(range)	 M	(SD)	 Range	
advanced		 25	 23	(21–38)	 15.80	(2.78)	 13–24	
high	intermediate	 33	 21	(20–27)	 9.03	(1.65)	 7–12	


























































































































































































































G1	Question	 3.84	(0.37)	 	 3.70	(0.53)	 	 3.68	(0.67)	 	
U2	*Affirmative	Decl.	 3.08	(1.22)	 	 2.42	(1.00)	 	 2.03	(1.07)	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
G3	not…any	 3.68	(0.56)	 	 3.73	(0.45)	 	 3.71	(0.53)	 	
U4	*Any…	not…	 2.32	(1.38)	 	 1.55	(1.18)	 	 1.54	(1.23)	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
G5	Negative	Main	V	 2.88	(1.09)	 	 2.39	(1.03)	 	 2.31	(0.91)	 	
U6	*Nonfactive	Main	V	 2.12	(1.42)	 	 1.33	(1.00)	 	 1.29	(1.21)	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	
G7	Negative	Adverb	 2.92	(0.91)	 	 2.48	(1.23)	 	 2.50	(1.07)	 	



























Grammaticality	 99.07	 1,	83	 <.001	 .54	 1.00	
Group	 6.06	 1,	83	 .003	 .13	 .87	
Grammaticality	x	Group	 3.85	 1,	83	 .025	 .09	 .68	
G3	not	…	any	v.	U4	Any	…	not	
Grammaticality	 159.48	 1,	83	 <.001	 .66	 1.00	
Group	 2.42	 1,	83	 .058	 .07	 .55	
Grammaticality	x	Group	 2.94	 1,	83	 .059	 .07	 .55	
G5	Negative	Main	Verb	v.	U6	Nonfactive	Main	Verb	
Grammaticality	 29.50	 1,	83	 .<.001	 .26	 1.00	
Group	 7.13	 1,	83	 .001	 .15	 .92	
Grammaticality	x	Group	 .28	 1,	83	 .76	 <.01	 .09	
G7	Negative	Adverb	v.	U8	Possibility	Adverb	
Grammaticality	 11.76	 1,	83	 .001	 .12	 .92	
Group	 5.50	 1,	83	 .006	 .12	 .84	






















	 	 95%	CI	 	 	 95%	CI	
Groups	compared	 p	 LL	 UL	 	 p	 LL	 UL	
	 G1	Question	 	 U2	Affirmative	Decl.	
low	int.	v.	high	int.			 1.000	 –.36	 .32	 	 .509	 –1.07	 .30	
low	int.	v.	adv			 .848	 .53	 .20	 	 .002	 –1.78	 –.31	
high	int.	v.	adv	 .969	 .50	 .21	 	 .078	 –1.36	 .05	
	 G3	not	…	any	 	 U4	Any	…	not	
low	int.	v.	high	int.			 1.000	 –.33	 .31	 	 1.000	 –.80	 .78	
low	int.	v.	adv			 1.000	 –.39	 .38	 	 .077	 –1.63	 .06	
high	int.	v.	adv	 1.000	 –.28	 .39	 	 .067	 –1.59	 .04	
	 G5	Negative	Verb	 	 U6	Nonfactive	Verb	
low	int.	v.	high	int.			 1.000	 –.71	 .56	 	 1.000	 –.82	 .71	
low	int.	v.	adv			 .143	 –1.24	 .12	 	 .040	 –1.64	 –.03	
high	int.	v.	adv	 .219	 –1.14	 .17	 	 .047	 –1.57	 –.01	
	 G7	Negative	Adverb	 	 U8	Possibility	Adverb	
low	int.	v.	high	int.			 1.000	 –.67	 .70	 	 1.000	 –.98	 ,51	
low	int.	v.	adv			 .498	 –1.16	 .32	 	 .026	 –1.67	 –.08	











Table 8. Post hoc pairwise comparisons of the types within each structure pair, for 
each group  
	 	 95%	CI	
Types	compared	 p	 LL	 UL	
Low	intermediate	
G1	Question	v.	U2	Affirmative	Declarative			 <.001	 1.21	 2.08	
G3	not	…	any	v.	U4	Any	…	not			 <.001	 1.64	 2.72	
G5	Negative	Verb	v	U6	Nonfactive	Verb	 .001	 .42	 1.66	
G7	Negative	Adverb	v.	U8	Possibility	Adverb	 .009	 .22	 1.50	
High	intermediate	
G1	Question	v.	U2	Affirmative	Declarative			 <.001	 .87	 1.67	
G3	not	…	any	v.	U4	Any	…	not			 <.001	 1.69	 2.68	
G5	Negative	Verb	v	U6	Nonfactive	Verb	 <.001	 .49	 1.63	
G7	Negative	Adverb	v.	U8	Possibility	Adverb	 .043	 .02	 1.20	
Advanced	
G1	Question	v.	U2	Affirmative	Declarative			 .002	 .30	 1.22	
G3	not	…	any	v.	U4	Any	…	not			 <.001	 .79	 1.93	
G5	Negative	Verb	v	U6	Nonfactive	Verb	 .024	 .10	 1.42	



























Knowledge	group	 Taught	 Not	taught	 Cloze		
Correct		(n	=	9)	 3.7	(0.26)	 2.42	(0.48)	 11.56	(2.88)	
Wrong	(n	=	10)	 3.07	(0.54)	 1.8	(0.67)	 7.50	(4.4)	




















































































































































                                                                                                                                       
properties	of	ʔayy	‘any’	transferred	to	the	interlanguage	any.	Descriptively,	there	
was	no	evidence	of	performance	consistent	with	this	prediction.	
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those	rules	apply	to.		The	prediction	tested	was	that	conscious	knowledge	of	the	
textbook	rule	for	any	will	predict	greater	accuracy	on	the	taught	types	than	on	
the	not-taught	types.	Only	9	out	of	the	86	non-native	participants	stated	a	
relevant	rule	for	any	(along	the	lines	that	it	is	used	in	questions	and	negated	
sentences),	therefore	we	cannot	draw	strong	conclusions	from	the	statistical	
analysis,	due	to	the	small	group	size.	With	this	caveat	in	mind,	the	results	of	the	
repeated	measures	ANCOVA	suggest	that	the	prediction	is	not	met,	because,	even	
though	the	group	that	provided	a	correct	rule	also	had	higher	mean	scores	on	the	
taught	types	than	those	who	provided	an	irrelevant	rule	and	those	who	didn’t	
know	any	rule,	the	main	effect	of	rule	knowledge	was	not	significant.	By	contrast,	
the	main	effect	of	the	covariate—cloze	test	scores—was	significant,	as	was	the	
interaction	of	cloze	test	scores	with	the	within-groups	teaching	variable.	Taken	
together,	this	suggests	that	general	proficiency	is	a	better	predictor	of	accuracy	
on	the	taught	types	than	conscious	awareness	of	the	textbook	rule	for	any.	
The	results	presented	above	lead	to	the	conclusions	that	(i)	knowledge	of	
the	distribution	of	any	in	the	L2	English	of	Najdi	Arabic-speaking	learners	
develops	as	overall	proficiency	increases;	(ii)	the	most	robust	knowledge	of	any	
is	in	the	contexts	covered	by	textbook	instruction;	(iii)	it	is	possible	to	acquire	
knowledge	of	properties	of	any	that	are	not	taught	and	that	are	even	not	
observable;	(iv)	conscious	knowledge	of	the	textbook	rule	about	use	of	any	does	
not	predict	accurate	performance.		
These	findings	are	particularly	interesting	when	set	against	the	original	
intention	of	this	study	which	was	to	explore	what	learners	know	in	relation	to	
what	is	explicitly	taught	on	the	one	hand,	and	what	lies	beyond	instruction,	on	
the	other.	Our	findings	seem	to	show	knowledge	of	that	which	is	taught,	with	
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accuracy	highest	for	the	items	that	correspond	to	the	pedagogical	rule,	but	the	
learners	do	not	explicitly	know	that	rule.	Additionally,	there	is	evidence	for	
acquisition	of	knowledge	beyond	the	pedagogical	rule:	at	group	level	particularly	
in	the	advanced	group’s	increasing	accuracy	on	the	ungrammatical	U8	Possibility	
Adverb	type;	and	in	the	individual	data,	from	the	fifteen	individuals	who	were	
consistently	accurate	across	all	eight	types.	To	explore	our	findings,	we	will	look	
to	the	MOGUL	framework	of	Sharwood	Smith	and	Truscott	(2014a,	2014b),	
which	assumes	that	both	acquired	and	learned	knowledge	depend	on	active	
processing.	As	such,	our	findings	provide	evidence	for	both	learning	and	
acquisition.		
We	start	at	the	initial	state,	where	we	assume	that	an	absolute	beginner	
would	not	find	the	existing	L1	of	much	help	when	encountering	sentences	with	
any	because	the	complexity	of	a	string	containing	any	would	mean	that	a	parse	
would	fail	before	it	could	connect	to	any	L1-based	grammatical	properties	of	this	
complex	lexical	item.	In	time,	learners	are	told	the	pedagogical	rule	for	any	
explicitly,	but	as	an	overgeneralization	which	only	addresses	negated	sentences	
and	interrogatives.	Following	MOGUL,	the	assumption	is	that	learners	are	able	to	
hold	the	pedagogical	rule	in	conceptual	structures	(i.e.,	general	memory)	as	they	
consider	exercises	asking	them	to	use	any	correctly.	As	with	other	kinds	of	
learning,	students	are	assumed	to	apply	reasoning	and	pattern	matching	
strategies	to	develop	a	schema	for	any	which	associates	it	with	interrogative	and	
negative	clauses.	We	speculate	that	the	development	of	an	any-based	schema	
means	that	in	time,	the	corresponding	pedagogical	rule	is	no	longer	useful.	This	
would	explain	why	conscious	knowledge	of	the	textbook	rule	did	not	clearly	
predict	accuracy	on	the	taught	types.		
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In	MOGUL	terms,	this	knowledge	of	any	is	non-modular	learned	
knowledge.	That	learners	are	able	to	know	the	correct	usage	of	any	in	the	taught	
context	while	not	knowing	the	rule	suggests	that	this	learned	knowledge	is	
implicit	knowledge.	As	MOGUL	posits	the	existence	of	implicit	non-modular	
knowledge	alongside	acquired	modular	knowledge,	the	question	is	whether	our	
data	show	any	evidence	for	acquisition	of	any.	We	suggest	that	knowledge	of	the	
ungrammaticality	of	any	in	the	unobservable	context	represented	by	U8	
Possibility	Adverb,	which	was	demonstrated	in	group	terms	by	the	advanced	
learners	and	by	those	fifteen	individuals	who	had	high	individual	consistency	
across	all	types,	provides	evidence	of	acquired	knowledge	under	poverty	of	the	
stimulus,	which	could	be	attributed	to	modular	processing.		
	Leaving	open	the	precise	nature	of	the	modular	linguistic	representation	
of	L2	knowledge	of	any,	we	speculate	that	the	modular	knowledge	in	question	
here	is	that	which	gives	rise	to	sensitivity	to	any	in	semantically	licensed	
environments.	High	accuracy	by	individual	learners	indicates	the	development	of	
this	knowledge:	they	successfully	assemble	a	semantic	licensing	feature	(or	set	of	
features)	on	their	interlanguage	representation	of	any,	which	allows	any	under	
the	scope	of	a	semantic	negation	licensor	but	precludes	any	when	such	a	licensor	
is	unavailable.	In	the	advanced	group’s	results,	knowledge	of	this	semantic	
licensing	condition	led	to	successful	rejection	in	U2	(Affirmative	Declarative)	and	
(to	a	lesser,	but	increasing,	extent)	U8	(Possibility	Adverb).	Why,	then,	does	the	
accuracy	of	U4	(Any…not)	and	U6	(Nonfactive	Verb)	remain	lower?	First,	we	
propose	that	responses	to	U4	reflect	the	effect	of	the	teaching-based	any	schema	
(use	‘any’	in	negation)	competing	with	the	acquired	knowledge	of	any	(‘any’	
should	be	within	the	scope	of	the	licensor).	This	is	why	learners	still	face	
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difficulties	with	any	in	the	subject	position	in	negation.	For	U6,	compared	to	the	
relatively	higher	accuracy	in	the	monoclausal	structure	of	U8	(Possibility	
Adverb),	the	difficulty	may	be	a	result	of	increased	licensing	complexity	in	the	
biclausal	structure.	Given	the	evidence	from	the	poverty-of-the-stimulus	
condition,	U8,	that	acquisition	of	the	target	linguistic	properties	of	any	is	
possible,	we	assume	that	target-like	performance	in	all	types	could	eventually	
emerge.		
	
Conclusion	
The	key	contribution	of	this	paper	is	to	add	to	the	small	body	of	L2	research	that	
investigates	how	instruction	impacts	on	modular	L2	acquisition.	We	have	done	
this	through	investigation	of	the	distribution	of	any—a	phenomenon	that	has	
received	very	little	attention	in	L2	research	despite	the	large	body	of	theoretical	
linguistic	research	on	this	topic.	Based	on	our	experimental	findings,	we	claim	
that	while	the	development	of	robust	knowledge	of	any	can	be	traced	to	where	
there	are	instructed	rules,	learners	can	also	come	to	know	properties	that	go	
beyond	instruction	including	those	that	are	not	observable	in	the	input.	We	take	
this	as	evidence	of	the	development	of	L2	knowledge	shaped	by	both	learning	
and	acquisition	and	we	have	attempted	to	explore	these	findings	within	the	
MOGUL	framework.	Our	findings	also	show	that,	although	learners’	conscious	
awareness	of	taught	rules	of	any	correlates	with	proficiency	in	general,	crucially	
it	does	not	correlate	with	accurate	knowledge	of	any.	Relating	to	this,	some	of	
our	results	for	any	suggest	that	L2	knowledge	might	be	affected	by	the	activation	
of	instructed	knowledge	and	acquired	knowledge	where	the	two	are	not	
compatible.	This	indication	of	interaction	between	the	two	different	types	of	
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knowledge	is	an	area	in	need	of	further	research.	The	finding	of	a	lack	of	
conscious	awareness	of	instructed	rules	suggests	that	this	interaction	takes	
places	at	an	unconscious	level.	While	our	results	can	be	explained	by	the	
processing	account	of	MOGUL	for	both	learned	and	acquired	knowledge,	there	
are	questions	to	be	answered	about	the	nature	of	the	interaction	between	the	
two	types	of	knowledge.		
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